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- The MAILING DA TE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 
Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

• If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timety. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

1 )M Responsive to communication(s) filed on 20 August 2004 . 
2a)S This action is FINAL. 2b)D This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) M Claim(s) 1-30 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) M Claim(s) 1-30 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1121(d). 
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a)D All b)D Some * c)D None of: 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . Examiner acknowledges applicant's response to previous office action on 
8/20/2004. 

2. Claims 1 -30 pending in this application. 

Drawings 

3. The drawings filed on 1/7/2002 are accepfedfor examination purpose only. 

Information Disclosure Statement 



4. The information disclosure statement filed on 1/7/2002, paper no. # 2 has been 
considered, a copy of PTO-1449 enclosed with this office action, paper no. # 3. 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/041 ,933 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2164 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another 
filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an 
application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, 
except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects 
for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application 
designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

5. Claims 1-6,8-16, 18-23,25-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Hansen et al., [hereafter Hansen], US 2003/0014399, filed on Mar 12, 
2002 [provisional application 60/275,068, filed on Mar 12, 2001] 

If a copy of a provisional application listed on the bottom portion of the 
accompanying Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) form is not included with this 
Office action and the PTO-892 has been annotated to indicate that the copy was not 
readily available, it is because the copy could not be readily obtained when the Office 
action was mailed. Should applicant desire a copy of such a provisional application, 
applicant should promptly request the copy from the Office of Public Records (OPR) in 
accordance with 37 CFR 1 .14(a)(1 )(iv), paying the required fee under 37 CFR 
1 .19(b)(1). If a copy is ordered from OPR, the shortened statutory period for reply to 
this Office action will not be reset under MPEP § 710.06 unless applicant can 
demonstrate a substantial delay by the Office in fulfilling the order for the copy of the 
provisional application. Where the applicant has been notified on the PTO-892 that a 
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copy of the provisional application is not readily available, the provision of MPEP 
§ 707.05(a) that a copy of the cited reference will be automatically furnished without 
charge does not apply. 

6. As to Claim 1 ,. Hansen teaches a system which including 'group-based search 
engine for locating web pages' [page 3, col 2, 0029, page 4, col 1 , 0039], Hansen 
specifically teaches user community searching information including web pages that 
corresponds to group based search engine for locating web pages; 

'a system for associating a user group with a web search' [page 4, 0043-0044, 
page 9, col 2, 0112], Hansen specifically teaches community of users are searching 
contents in a database using search engine as detailed in page 4, 0044, examiner 
interpreting user group corresponds to Hansen's community of users; 

'a search system for generating a list of search results ordered by a ranking in 
response to the web search' [page 6, col 2, 0066, page 7, col 1 , 0074, page 7, col 2, 
0080, fig 4], Hansen specifically teaches query groups as well as most relevant urls for 
each group using algorithms and assigning relevance weights to urls as detailed in 
page 6, col 2, 0066, also see fig 4; 

'ranking is based on at least one nomination previously made by a member of the user 
group' [page 6, col 2, 0068, page 9, col 1, 0109], Heansen also specifically teaches 
each query is associated with the group and being assigned a group ID, for each group 
a number of relevant URLs are identified, this mixture model is used to form both the 
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query groups as well as the relevance weights that corresponds to nomination made by 
a member of the group [see page 6, col 2, 0068, page 7, col 1]. 



7. As to Claim 2, the limitations of this claim have been noted in the rejection 
Claim 1 above. In addition, Hansen disclosed 'logging in as a member of the user 
group' [page 3, col 2, 0026-0027, page 6, col 2, 0068]. 

8. As to Claim 3, 12, the limitations of this claim have been noted in the rejection 
Claim 2 above. In addition, Hansen disclosed 'nominating a selected web page' 
[see fig 4]. 

9. As to Claim 4, the limitations of this claim have been noted in the rejection 
Claim 3 above. In addition, Hansen disclosed 'selected web page to have an increased 
priority in the ranking of future search results' [page 4, col 2, 0045]. 

1 0. As to Claim 5,13,21 ,28, the limitations of this claim have been noted in the 
rejection Claim 3 above. In addition, Hansen disclosed 'selected web page to be 
excluded from future search results' [page 5, col 1 , 0049]. 
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11. As to Claim 6, 14, 23, the limitations of this claim have been noted in the 
rejection Claim 3 above. In addition, Hansen disclosed 'nominating system causes 
the selected web page to be listed in future search results for logged in user group 
members only' [page 4, col 2, 0045, page 9, col 1, 0109]. 

12. As to Claim 8, the limitation of this claim have been noted in the rejection Claim 2 
above. In addition, Hansen disclosed 'un-nominating a selected web page' [page 5, col 
2, 0051]. 

1 3. As to Claim 9-1 0, the limitation of this claim have been noted in the rejection 
Claim 1 above. In addition, Hansen disclosed 'creating a new user group' [page 9, col 
1, 0107]. 

14. As to Claim 11,15-16, Hansen teaches a system which including 'means for 
registering with a group' [page 4, 0043-0044, page 3, col 1 , 0022, page 9, col 2, 01 12], 
Hansen specifically teaches community users are accessing internet for searching the 
content; 

'submiting a search string to the search engine' [page 3, col 1, 0022page 5, col 2, 

0050]; 

'means for viewing the list of search results based on a ranking' [fig 3-4]; 
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'any search result previously nominated by a group member as a high priority is 
ranked above un-nominated search results' [[page 6, col 2, 0068, page 9, col 1, 0109, 
page 5, col 2, 0051]; 

'means for nominating a current search result from the list of search results' 
[see fig 4, page 7, col 2, 0079-0080]. 

15. As to Claim 18, Hansen teaches a system which including 'a client system having 
a browser and a search engine plug-in' [see fig 7-8, page 9, col 2, 01 12], Hansen 
specifically teaches search engine such as Google or Yahoo, further as best understood 
by the examiner Plugins on the internet is a common knowledge in the art because 
usually plugins on the refers to a small piece of software that can be plugged in to 
another piece of software to add functionality, for example programs added to the 
browser to help to retrieve special files such as PDF, video files or image files or 
multimedia related files [see page 5, col 1 0049], therefore, plug-ins are integral part of 
search engine; 

'search engine plug-in allow group members to generate nomination data by 
nominating web pages' [page 5, 0045, 0049]; 

'a server having a control program and a group structure for storing nomination 
data, wherein the control program generates a primary search result list based on a 
search index' [fig 3-4, 7-8,page 6, col 1 , 0062]; 

'further refines the search result list based on the stored nomination data' 
[page 5, col 2, 0053-0054, page 6, col 2, 0063]. 



Application/Control Number: 10/041,933 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2164 

16. As to Claim 19, the limitations of this claim have been noted in the rejection 
claim 18 above. In addition, Hansen disclosed 'plug-in causes a nominate button to be 
displayed with each web page displayed by the browser' [see fig 3]. 

17. As to Claim 20,27, the limitations of this claim have been noted in the rejection 
claim 18 above. In addition, Hansen disclosed 'nomination data includes selected web 
pages nominated as having a higher priority and the control program refines the search 
result list by listing the selected web pages first' [page 5, col 2, 0053] 

1 8. As to Claim 22,29, the limitations of this claim have been noted in the rejection 
claim 18 above. In addition, Hansen disclosed nomination data includes selected web 
pages nominated s private, and the control program refines the search result list by not 
listing the selected web pages for non-members' [page 5, col 2, 0053-0054]. 

19. As to Claim 25, Hansen teaches a system which including 'providing a browser 
and a search engine plug-in on a client system' [see fig 3, 7-8,page 9, col2, 01 12]; 
'logging in as a member of a group using the browser* [fig 3, page 3, col 2, 0026-0027, 
page 6, col 2, 0068]; 'submitting a search request to a search engine server'fsee fig 3-4, 
page 4, col 1, 0039]; 'searching a search index and returning a primary search result 
list' [page 4, col 1, 0039]; 'refining the primary search result list based on nomination 
data collected from members of the group' [page 5, col 2, 0053-0054]. 
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20. As to Claim 26, Hansen disclosed 'nominating a web page at the client system' 
[see fig 7-8 ]; 'transmitting nomination data to the search engine server' [page 9, col 2, 
01 12]; 'storing the nomination data in a group structure' [page 9, col 2, 01 13]. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art 
are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to 
a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

21 . Claims 7,17,24,30, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Hansen et al., [hereafter Hansen], US Pub.No. 2003/0014399 filed on Mar 12, 
2002 [provisional application 60/275,068, filed on Mar 12, 2001] as applied to claiml 
above, and further in view of Niguyen et al., [hereafter Nguyen], US Patent No. 
6721729. 
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22. As to Claim 7,1 7,24, Hansen teaches a system which including 'search results in 
the list that point to web pages recently visited by other user group members' [page 5, 
col 2, 0052]. It is however, noted that Hansen does not specifically teach 'highlighting 
search results', although Hansen specifically teaches displaying search results as 
detailed in fig 1-5. On the other hand, Nguyen disclosed 'highlighting search 
results'[see fig 6, col 17, line 55-67]. 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
applicant's invention to incorporate the teachings of Nguyen et al. into organizing 
records of database search activity by topical relevance of Hansen et al., because both 
Hansen and Nguyen both are directed to searching databases, more specifically both 
are directed to using internet search engines [see Hansen: fig 7-8; Nguyen: col 6, line 
45-51]. One of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of applicant's invention to 
incorporate the teachings of highlighting search results of Nguyen [see fig 6, col 17, line 
55-67] because that would have allowed users of Hansen not only display the search 
results, but also allows specific portion(s) of the record or document to highlight to view, 
thus improving quality of search result displaying and viewing as suggested by Nguyen 
[col 4, line 27-30]. 
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23. As to Claim 30, Hansen disclosed 'tracking web pages visited by group 
membeers' [fig 6, page 9, col 1, 0107]. 'refining the primary search result list' [page 5, 
col 2, 0053]. On the other hand, Nguyen disclosed 'highlighting visited web pages' 
[fig 6, col 17, line 55-67] 

Response to Arguments 

24. Applicant's arguments filed on August 20,2004 with respective to claims 1 -30 
have been fully considered but they are not persuasive, for examiner's response, see 
discussion below:. 

a) At page 8, claims 1 , 1 1 , 1 8,25, applicant argues that Hansen et al . do not disclose 
each and every claimed feature and thus do not anticipate the current invention. 
Specifically, the current invention includes "generating a list of search results ordered by 
a ranking in response to the web search, wherein the ranking is based on at least one 
nomination 

As to the above argument [a], Heansen et al., is firstly, directed to organizing 
records of database , more specifically organizing search results in a database based 
on relevance [see Abstract], secondly, Hansen also teaches two basic important items 
for example improved ranking algorithm[see page 3,0017], meta-search engines, and 
dedicated search engines that fundamentally locating specific information or web page 
that meets or satisfy the search criteria [see page 3, 0018-0019], thirdly, Heansen 
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teaches generating a list of search results ordered by a ranking in response to the web 
search [page 6, col 2, 0066, page 7, col 1 , 0074, page 7, col 2, 0080, fig 4] , Heansen 
specifically teaches grouping, and determining the most relevant URLs for each group 
that corresponds to generating list of search results ordered by relevancy as detailed in 
page 6, 0066, furthermore, as explained in the background of the invention that 
Heansen admitted that there are several techniques are commonly available in 
improved ranking algorithms, therefore, as best understood by the examiner, ranking 
the search results are integral part of Heansen's teaching. Furthermore, Heansen also 
specifically teaches each query is associated with the group and being assigned a 
group ID, for each group a number of relevant URLs are identified, this mixture model is 
used to form both the query groups as well as the relevance weights that corresponds 
to nomination made by a member of the group [see page 6, col 2, 0068, page 7, col 1]. 

b) At page 9, claims 1,1 1 ,1 8,25, applicant argues that Hansen et al. method is 
based purely on statistics and not on a subjective "nomination" made by the user. 

c) At page 9, claims 1,1 1 ,1 8,25, Hansen et al fail to teach or suggest the concept of 
nomination 

As to the above argument [b-c], as best understood by the examiner, Hansen 
suggests a mixture model that specifically employs to form both the query groups as 
well as the relevance weights based on the user search activity, also, each query or 
path group is being maintained in a table, furthermore, the query table may be placed at 
any point in the web path that recognizes that the user is performing a query [see page 
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6, 0057], therefore, user involves in performing search or query and makes subjective 
decision regarding list of URL generated, most frequent URLs and like as detailed in 
page 6, 0063. 

Therefore, applicant's remarks are deemed not to be persuasive, and 
claims 1-6,8-16, 18-23,25-29 stand rejected under 35 USC 102(e) as being clearly 
anticipated by Hansen et al. 

Examiner applies above discussed arguments to dependent claims 7,17,24,30 
and are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hansen et al., 
[hereafter Hansen], US Pub.No. 2003/0014399 filed on Mar 12, 2002 [provisional 
application 60/275,068, filed on Mar 12, 2001] as applied to claiml above, and further in 
view of Niguyen et al., [hereafter Nguyen], US Patent No. 6721729. 
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Conclusion 
The prior art made of record 

a. US Patent No. 2003/0014399 

b. US Patent No 6721729 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure 



c. 


US Patent No. 
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US Patent No. 
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6487584 
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US Patent No. 


6519585 


g- 


US Patent No. 
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US Patent No 
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US Patent No 
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US Patent No 
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US Patent No 


6185558 



Application/Control Number: 10/041,933 
Art Unit: 2164 



Page 15 



25. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Srirama Channavajjala whose telephone number is 571- 
272-4108. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday from 8:00 AM to 
5:30 PM Eastern Time. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Dov Popvici, can be reached on 571 -272- .4083. The fax phone numbers for 
the organization where the application or proceeding is assigned is 703/872-9306 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free) 

sc 

Patent Examiner. 

December 27, 2004 x ^ 




